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The UK’s decision to proscribe Palestine Action as a terrorist organisation has sparked a
national debate over the balance between national security and the right to protest. With
more than 100 individuals arrested, including those displaying support signs, concerns are
growing about free speech and civil liberties under expanded counter‐terrorism powers.

Palestine Action Terrorist Label Sparks Free
Speech Debate in UK

—



Founded in 2020, Palestine Action is a UK-based activist network campaigning to end
British involvement in what it describes as Israel’s “genocidal and apartheid regime.” The
group has targeted arms suppliers linked to Israel, most notably Israeli-owned Elbit System,
through disruptive actions such as vandalism and blockades. Although its methods have
drawn criticism, supporters argue the group’s intentions are non-violent and focused on
halting weapons exports.

The UK government proscribed Palestine Action under the Terrorism Act 2000 on 5 July
2025, following an incident in which activists sprayed red paint into RAF aircraft engines at
Brize Norton. The House of Commons approved the proscription with 385 votes in favour
and 26 against. Under this law, providing support or publicly endorsing a proscribed
organisation can carry a prison sentence of up to 14 years.

Since the ban, people, including an 83-year-old retired vicar, have been arrested at
demonstrations for carrying “I support Palestine Action” signsWearing clothing displaying
Palestine Action’s name could now lead to a six-month prison sentence.

Critics warn that the government’s action sets a dangerous precedent. Amnesty
International and UN experts argue that property damage alone, without intent to harm
individuals, does not meet the legal definition of terrorism. In their view, this classification
risks silencing legitimate political dissent and undermining the right to freedom of
expression.

Palestine Action is contesting its proscription in the UK High Court. Legal representatives
argue the government is overreaching, citing a JTAC assessment that only three out of 385
recorded actions might meet the legal definition of terrorism. They describe the proscription
as “an authoritarian abuse of power.”

This situation raises broader questions about how democratic societies define and address
civil disobedience. While the government asserts the group posed real security risks, many
fear that aggressive use of anti‐terror laws may erode civil liberties.

Although Australia has no direct branch of Palestine Action, similar pro‐Palestinian groups
do exist, but its laws generally exclude non‐violent protest from terrorist classification
unless there is intent to cause harm. This distinction highlights the growing divergence or
alignment in how liberal democracies interpret activism in the face of heightened
geopolitical tensions.



For now, the UK remains at a crossroads between maintaining national security and
preserving the democratic right to protest. The outcome of Palestine Action’s legal
challenge may set an important precedent for how such issues are handled in the future.


